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Reply to Office Action of May 15, 2007 Appl. No. 10/673,548 

Remarks 

Reconsideration of this Application is respectfully requested. 

Upon entry of the foregoing amendment, claims 1-32 are pending in the 
application, with 1, 5, 13, 14, 22, 27-32 being the independent claims. Claims 1, 13, 25, 
27, 28, 29, 30, 31, and 32 are sought to be amended. These changes are believed to 
introduce no new matter, and their entry is respectfully requested. 

Based on the above amendment and the following remarks, Applicants 
respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider all outstanding rejections, and that they 
be withdrawn. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §103 

In paragraph 3 of the Office Action, claims 22-26, 29, and 32 were rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0161826 of 
Arteaga et al (hereinafter "Arteaga") in view of U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0050995 of Mateos 
et al (hereinafter "Mateos"). Based on the following remarks, Applicants respectfully 
traverse this rejection. 

Claim 22 

Regarding claim 22, the Examiner notes that "Arteaga fails to specifically 
disclose storing usage data corresponding to the occurrence of at least one user initiated 
event on the mobile client device by accessing one or more processes running on the 
mobile client device." The Examiner alleges that Mateos overcomes this deficiency of 
Arteaga in FIGs. 1 and 2, and paragraphs [0057]-[0062]. Applicants respectfully 
disagree. 
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FIG. 1 of Mateos shows a data processing system including a network, which 
may be in particular, the Internet. {See, paragraph [0022] of Mateos). FIG. 2 shows ". . . 
a partial content of the working memories 125c, 125s and 125d of the client computer, 
the server computer and the development computer, respectively; . . . ." (See, paragraph 
[0026] of Mateos). 

Further, paragraphs [0057]-[0062] of Mateos describe details of code used to 
build a web page using HTML. Use of HTML to build a web page is well known in the 
art (See, paragraph [0030] of Mateos). Accordingly, Applicants respectfully assert that 
this teaching of Mateos is not pertinent to the patentability of the claimed invention. 

Mateos does not teach or suggest "storing usage data corresponding to the 
occurrence of at least one user initiated event on the mobile client device by accessing 
one or more processes running on the mobile client device ," as recited in claim 22. 
(Emphasis added). Further still, access module 275 of Mateos merely controls user 
privileges of users of the development computer (see, paragraph [0062] of Mateos) and 
not the mobile client device without any reference to "one or more processes running on 
the mobile client device", as recited in claim 22. Therefore, Mateos does not teach or 
suggest each and every feature of claim 22 and does not solve the deficiencies of 
Arteaga. 

Accordingly, Arteaga and Mateos, alone or in combination, do not teach or 
suggest each and every feature of claim 22. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request 
that this rejection be reconsidered and withdrawn, and that claim 22 and its dependent 
claims be passed to allowance. 

Claims 29 and 32 



Atty. Dkt. No. 1933.0080000 



Amdt. Dated June 27, 2007 - 17 - KLOBA et al 

Reply to Office Action of May 15, 2007 AppL No. 10/673,548 

Claims 29 and 32 both recite features similar to claim 22. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request this rejection be reconsidered and withdrawn, and that 
claims 29 and 32 be passed to allowance at least for reasons similar to those presented 
immediately above for claim 22, and further in view of their own features. 



In paragraph 4 of the Office Action, claims 1-4, 10-13, 19-21, 27-28, and 30-31 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Arteaga in 
view of Mateos and further in view of U.S. Pub. No. 2004/0268231 of Tunning 
(hereinafter 'Tunning"). Based on the following amendments and remarks, Applicants 
respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Claim 1 

Regarding claim 1, the Examiner notes that "Arteaga fails to specifically disclose 
receiving from the server at the mobile client device at least one of web page template 
and application data corresponding to the website ..." The Examiner argues that Mateos 
solves this deficiency of Arteaga in FIGs. 1 and 2, and paragraphs [0057]-[0062]. 
Applicants respectfully disagree. 

FIG. 1 of Mateos shows a data processing system including a network, which 
may be in particular, the Internet. (See, paragraph [0022] of Mateos). FIG. 2 shows ". . . 
a partial content of the working memories 125c, 125s and 125d of the client computer, 
the server computer and the development computer, respectively; . . . ." (See, paragraph 
[0026] of Mateos). 

Further, in paragraphs [0057]-[0062] describe details of a code used to build a 
web page using HTML. Use of HTML to build a web page is well known in the art. 
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{See, paragraph [0030] of Mateos). Accordingly, Applicants respectfully assert that this 
teaching of Mateos is not pertinent to the patentability of the claimed invention. 

Claim 1, as amended, recites "... receiving from the server at the mobile client 
device . . . application data, provided by an application provider, corresponding to the 
website in response to the request;". Mateos does not teach or suggest this claimed 
feature. In particular, Mateos does not teach or suggest any "response to the request" or 
any "application provider". The Examiner may argue that the development computer 
described in paragraph [0060] of Mateos is similar to application provider recited in 
claim 1. Applicants respectfully disagree with that interpretation. The development 
computer recited in paragraph [0060] of Mateos merely consists of a managing tool 255 
". . . used to edit, view, retrieve, input and perform other management functions on a 
structural model database 260, an image database 263, and a text database 265." 
Accordingly, Mateos does not teach or suggest at least this feature of claim 1. 

Tunning does not solve the deficiencies of Arteaga and Mateos. Accordingly, 
Arteaga, Mateos and Tunning, either alone or in combination, do not teach or suggest 
each and every feature of claim 1 . Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request that this 
rejection be reconsidered and withdrawn, and that claim 1 and its dependent claims be 
passed to allowance. 

Claims 13, 27, 28, 30 and 31 

Claims 13, 27, 28, 30 and 31 recite features similar to claim 1. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request this rejection be reconsidered and withdrawn, and that 
claims 13, 27, 28, 30 and 31 and their respective dependent claims, if any, be passed to 
allowance at least for reasons similar to those presented immediately above for claim 1, 
and further in view of their own features. 
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Allowable Subject matter 

Applicants note with appreciation, the Examiner's indication of allowability of 
claims 5-9 and 14-18. 
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Conclusion 



All of the stated grounds of rejection have been properly traversed, 
accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicants therefore respectfully request that the 
Examiner reconsider all presently outstanding rejections and that they be withdrawn. 
Applicants believe that a full and complete reply has been made to the outstanding 
Office Action and, as such, the present application is in condition for allowance. If the 
Examiner believes, for any reason, that personal communication will expedite 
prosecution of this application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at 
the number provided. 

Prompt and favorable consideration of this Amendment and Reply is respectfully 
requested. 




Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 35,239 



Date: 




1 100 New York Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005-3934 
(202) 371-2600 
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